In the remainder of this editorial, I want to focus on Revise and Resubmit, perhaps the most nebulous and misinterpreted of categories, for the bene t of both authors and reviewers. Revise and Resubmit (R&R) is not a default rating or a consolation evaluation given when a manuscript is not accepted. It is only given when xing the weight of what needs to be revised for the manuscript to be accepted seems doable (i.e., there is a clear pathway to get there) and a complete rewrite of the manuscript is not needed. A description of manuscripts warranting an R&R, developed by the MTE Editorial Panel, is shown in Figure 1 .
For reviewers, it is often tempting to give an R&R rather than a Reject because an R&R seems kinder and more collegial. It is important to bear in mind that when a reviewer recommends R&R, that means the reviewer sees a clear way to change the manuscript so that it meets the criteria to be accepted, and it is clear that the author has the capacity to make those changes. For instance, the manuscript may need to tie more closely to a literature base or may need to describe the evidence in more detail. Clearly, an author can do both things. If, however, the reviewer notes that more or different evidence is needed to support claims made and it is not clear whether the author has such evidence, the decision should be Reject. Or, if the content of the manuscript is a bit nebulous or scattered and there are multiple ways the author could choose to go with a revision, the decision 
Revise and Resubmit
The manuscript has enough potential to warrant the effort and time of authors, editor, and reviewers to revisit it.
The manuscript is not acceptable in its current form as it is missing more than one essential element noted for Accept, but there is a substantial idea that targets a central issue for the MTE audience and the reviewer offers clear and speci c suggestions for improvement. Part, but not all, of the core of the article is there.
It is clear that the author has the potential to successfully revise the manuscript. The weight of what needs to be xed is doable; it does not need to be an entirely new manuscript. It will need new writing, taking some things out, and/or reframing. As the core gets re ned, the manuscript could shift to be outside of the scope of MTE. Thus, it will change substantially enough that it needs to be reviewed again.
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Mathematics Teacher Educator • Vol. 2, No. 1, September 2013 should be Reject, as the path forward is not clear. Although no one wants to receive a decision of Reject, it is kinder and more collegial to recommend the decision category that best ts the manuscript, as it provides both the editor and the author with a more honest and realistic view of the work that should be done on the manuscript to make it appropriate for MTE.
To date, 12 authors have received requests to R&R their manuscripts, 10 of those 12 manuscripts were accepted for publication, and all 10 have been published. Of the two remaining R&R manuscripts, one has been resubmitted and is currently undergoing a second round of review, and the other one has not yet been resubmitted. This is not to suggest that getting an R&R guarantees future acceptance-it does not. What it does say is that when authors make use of the feedback provided to improve the manuscript in particular ways, it can lead to a successful outcome. To aid the author in revising the manuscript, the author receives a detailed letter from the editor that clearly indicates speci c issues that the author needs to address in the revision. The main point of the letter is to articulate a clear pathway for the author to follow in the revisions.
When a revised manuscript is resubmitted, it is sent back to one reviewer from the rst round (usually a reviewer who recommended R&R) and two new reviewers. In addition to receiving the revised manuscript, all three reviewers receive the editor's decision letter, the initial reviews, and the letter from the author detailing how he or she has addressed the desired revisions. The point of sharing this information is to make the reviewers aware that they are reviewing a revised manuscript and to let them know exactly what the author was asked to do in the revision. Although the reviewers are free to raise any issues they wish, they are also able to assess the extent to which the authors did what they were asked to do.
One Author Team's Experience
In an effort to shed light on the R&R process, the Editorial Panel of MTE invited Eva Thanheiser to share her and her coauthors' experience with the R&R process at a session held at the annual Association of Mathematics Teacher Educators meeting in January 2013. The purpose of this session was to provide a speci c example-from an author team that had successfully navigated this process-of the relationship between an original article that is submitted to the journal, the feedback that is sent to the authors, and the nal version of the article. (An abstract of the article written by Thanheiser and her colleagues appears in Figure 2. ) In her presentation at the AMTE meeting, Thanheiser used the graphic shown in Figure 3 to describe the ways in which the article changed over time in response to the feedback received. The nal version of the article provides more detail about what the authors did and why, better connections between the existing literature base and what the study adds to our understanding, a more elaborated evidence base for the claims that were made, and speci c suggestions for teacher educators.
Conclusion
Although every author hopes that the articles she submits will be accepted immediately (and with minor revisions!), this is not always the case. When an author receives a R&R from MTE, it is an opportunity to clarify and enhance the point she is trying to make in order to in uence the thinking and practice of other teacher educators. Although I recognize that an R&R can be discouraging, taking the feedback provided seriously, can, as it did in Eva and her coauthors' case, lead to a desirable outcome.
Despite the fact that there is no prescription for how to deal with a request to R&R a manuscript, Tanya GolashBoza (2011) outlines a process for revising a manuscript that may be useful (see http://getalifephd.blogspot. com/2011/03/how-to-respond-to-revise-and-resubmit. html). The ten steps to a successful revision that she describes are for the most part a way of keeping track of what you have been asked to do and how or whether Helping prospective elementary school teachers (PSTs) recognize that they have something useful to learn from university mathematics courses remains a constant challenge. We found that an initial content interview with PSTs often led to the PSTs' changing their beliefs about mathematics and about their understanding of mathematics, leading to the recognition that (a) there is something to learn beyond procedures, (b) their own knowledge is limited and they need to know more to be able to teach, and (c) engaging in the mathematical activities in their content courses will lead them to learning important content. Thus, such an interview can set PSTs on a trajectory characterized by greater motivation to learn in their content courses.
you plan to address the issues raised. This level of organization can help ensure that you have addressed (or explicitly chosen not to address) each issue that has been raised by the editor or reviewers and provide content for the letter to the editor that speci es how you have addressed the issues raised. One-on-one interview- 
